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latest iteration of the SCHIP reauthor-
ization bill said that there will be no 
adults on the program within one year 
of the enactment of the bill. 

It’s a bittersweet victory because 
there are so many other aspects of the 
bill that are flawed that Mr. GARRETT 
has just alluded to. The funding mecha-
nism absolutely disappears in the 
fourth year of the program. The fund-
ing mechanism itself is based on a be-
lief that there will be an increasing 
number of smokers in this country, and 
public policies that I support to de-
crease the number of smokers and de-
crease the number of young people who 
begin this habit. 

It makes no sense to be saying we are 
going to fund this entire program based 
upon that type of tax and, on the other 
hand, try to put our maximal effort be-
hind trying to reduce the number of 
smokers in this country. It is certainly 
a conflicted mindset that the Demo-
cratic majority seems to be pro-
pounding here. 

One of the other things that I do 
want to bring up just before we close, 
another poll from U.S.A. Today that 
the American people are concerned, are 
concerned that the program as pro-
posed would pull those children off of 
private health insurance and put them 
onto a government plan. 

Then as Mr. GARRETT so eloquently 
pointed out, then the funding dries up, 
and where are you then? At the same 
time, if you have driven pediatricians 
out of practice because of lower reim-
bursement rates, you have now the 
trifecta, the triple whammy, where 
health care for children may be seri-
ously jeopardized in the mid-term or 
the long-term because of the fact that 
we are sacrificing for political expedi-
ency today. 

f 

TERRORIST ACTIVITIES IN LATIN 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 18, 2007, the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SERRANO) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to speak about an issue that 
troubles me quite a bit and I think 
should trouble a lot of the American 
people. Certainly it should concern 
Members of Congress. 

A resolution was passed this after-
noon by voice vote dealing with the al-
leged involvement and behavior of the 
President of Iran, therefore, the Gov-
ernment of Iran, in Latin America and 
supporting, according to this resolu-
tion, terrorist activities in Latin 
America. 

Let me briefly read the opening 
statement of this resolution, the title, 
if you will: expressing concern relating 
to the threatening behavior of the Ira-
nian regime and the activities of ter-
rorist organizations sponsored by that 
regime in Latin America. 

Well, just to deal with language 
itself, we know that when our govern-

ment calls another government a re-
gime, it is not saying anything positive 
about it. It is, in fact, confronting it in 
some way. But I think that as unno-
ticed as this went by, as I said it was 
passed on a voice vote, as unnoticed 
that this went by, this puts us in a sit-
uation, the Congress, the American 
people, our Nation, on a road, on a path 
to a very dangerous situation in the fu-
ture, perhaps in the near future. 

We all know how concerned the ad-
ministration is and how concerned 
some Members of Congress are about 
the possibility that Iran could be in-
volved in activities that would be hurt-
ful to us. I want to correct that. I 
think all Members of Congress are con-
cerned about that possibility. 

But I think we are also concerned 
about the fact, many of us, that there 
seems to be a drumbeat towards war 
with Iran, a drumbeat that says, basi-
cally, some of the same things that 
were said when we were taken off to 
war against Iraq. Just about every-
thing that was told to us at that time 
happened not to be true. History will 
tell whether, in fact, we were lied to, or 
whether the information was so bad 
that the administration had no choice 
but to pass that on to us thinking that 
it was correct. 

But there are many who feel that we 
were lied to. Again, history will have 
to deal with that. 

My concern is that this resolution 
today moves away from just a concern 
about the behavior of the Government 
in Iran and begins to suggest that there 
are neighbors of ours, and, yes, I say 
neighbors, because that’s what the 
Latin American people are, neighbors 
of ours, that could be involved in this 
behavior, behavior which would be dan-
gerous to the United States, behavior 
which we all should be concerned 
about, behavior that, perhaps, would 
lead us to get involved in Latin Amer-
ica in a way that we haven’t been in-
volved for a long, long time. 

But I think in order to understand 
where we are with this issue, we also 
have to have, I think, an understanding 
of how history repeats itself, how some 
things that we are hearing now we have 
heard before. For close to 50 years now, 
we have had a very strong lobbying ef-
fort in this country against a Cuban 
Government. The so-called anti-Castro 
lobby has been very strong, and that 
lobby has been very influential in get-
ting many Members of Congress and 
Presidents, present and past, to feel 
that the only path towards changes in 
Cuba is to continuously attack and 
confront the Cuban Government. To 
the dismay of many people, I am sure, 
and with all due respect to many peo-
ple, it is no secret that for the most 
part that lobby, this effort, has come 
out of anti-Castro groups who, for the 
most part, live in the State of Florida. 

Well, something very interesting has 
happened in the last few years. As 
Latin America has elected leftist-lean-
ing leaders, people who propose to put 
forth a modern-day socialism, as they 

call it, 21st-century socialism, but peo-
ple who have been elected and re-
elected as they have emerged, they 
have decided that it would not be im-
proper for them as leaders of those 
countries to have a relationship with 
the Cuban Government. 

Well, that upsets the same people 
who have been upset with the Cuban 
Government. The fact that some new 
governments in Latin America would 
now be friendly to the Government in 
Cuba would upset these folks. 

Our policy towards Cuba has been 
heavily influenced by this anti-Castro 
movement. I can’t tell you how many 
times in the 17 years that I have been 
in Congress and have tried to change 
that policy. I have been told by Mem-
bers of Congress on both sides, Demo-
crats and Republicans, liberals and 
conservatives, I have been told by 
them, I agree with you, you are right 
with this policy having to change. 

But I think we have to continue it, 
and most of them will tell you, because 
the lobbying effort, out of a couple of 
communities in this country is so 
strong, that I really don’t want to face 
that. Right on the House floor they 
have told me, I don’t want to face that, 
I will just go along with this policy, as 
outdated as this may be, as inefficient 
as that may be, because it hasn’t 
changed anything in Cuba, not that we 
should necessarily be changing things 
in another country. But now we find 
that those same folks have now picked 
new targets. 

Chief among those targets, top of the 
list, is the President of Venezuela, 
Hugo Chavez, who has over and over 
again shown his friendship to President 
Castro of Cuba, and that irritates the 
folks who support ending Mr. Castro’s 
stay in Cuba. Those folks then have 
started to say the same things that 
they have said for years about Mr. Cas-
tro. 

Now, the fact of life is that the 
Cuban Government, the system in 
Cuba, and the system in Venezuela, for 
instance, are totally different, totally 
different. But not to those folks who 
simply would want to get rid of one. 
They now feel that they have a target 
which is the President of Venezuela. 

That target then, I think, leads us to 
situations like today, where a resolu-
tion presented here speaks of putting 
together all these groups who have one 
thing in common. They speak out 
against our government, they say 
things we don’t like, and who happen 
to have been visited or received tele-
phone calls or offers of help from Iran. 

Now, Communist China, and I use 
that title, that phrase, that word, so 
we understand what we are talking 
about, are involved in the economy of 
every country in Latin America; but 
you don’t see a resolution on the House 
floor condemning Communist China for 
being involved in Latin America. 

b 2245 

Why? Because they’re a big trading 
partner of ours. And secondly, let’s be 
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honest, because there is no Chinese 
American lobby in this country influ-
encing how we behave in Congress. And 
so we could deal with China every day 
and they could do whatever they want 
in their country, and we will never say 
more than maybe say every so often, 
behave yourself. 

And there are countries in the Middle 
East who treat their folks in ways that 
you could spend every day in Congress 
condemning them, but we won’t do 
that because we have a relationship 
with them. 

But nothing, and I say this with 
great admiration, nothing is as strong 
as the anti-Castro lobby, which has 
made it clear that the leadership in 
Latin America that is friendly to Mr. 
Castro must pay a price, and one of the 
prices you pay is to lump them to-
gether as this hate group that is now 
going to be involved in terrorist activi-
ties in Latin America. 

We have democratically elected lead-
ers in Latin America that have these 
friendly relations with the Cuban Gov-
ernment. That doesn’t matter to us 
that these folks were elected and re- 
elected. As long as they are friendly to 
Cuba, Miami hates them. And as long 
as Miami hates them, then Congress 
must hate them too. 

So when you hear comments about 
Chavez, when you hear comments 
about Evo Morales, the President of 
Bolivia, when you hear comments 
about President Correa in Ecuador, un-
derstand, when you hear these com-
ments, or about any one of the other 
left-leaning presidents in Latin Amer-
ica, that you’re basically hearing from 
the same playbook, the comments that 
you heard about Cuba for all these 
years. 

But please understand something, 
that you are not hearing direct attacks 
on those governments; you’re still 
hearing an attack on the Cuban Gov-
ernment. It is just being played out in 
this new scenario called the other 
countries in Latin America. 

Now, it is true that we have, or they 
have elected leaders in Latin America 
that are not happy with the U.S. Gov-
ernment and that words have been 
strong at times towards us. But some 
of this rhetoric has a history behind it. 

While our country paid a great deal 
of attention to Asia, Europe and the 
Middle East, we neglected Latin Amer-
ica. That is a fact. That is not Con-
gressman SERRANO from the Bronx, 
New York, just making those com-
ments to sound nice at this time of 
night. That’s a fact. We neglected 
Latin America, and they suffered, and 
still do, through some very difficult pe-
riods. 

And during the Cold War, it was real-
ly interesting. We would go to Latin 
America and we would say, General So- 
and-So, Senor, do you support com-
munism in the Soviet Union or do you 
support our style of government? And 
those generals would say, oh, no; we 
support your style. We would say, 
great, you’re our friend. We’ll see you 

in a couple of years. And meanwhile, 
they mistreated their folks; they ran-
sacked the country. But it didn’t mat-
ter to us because they were not for 
communism. They were not to the left 
of the political spectrum. They were 
not for socialism. 

During that time, however, we would 
say something very positive. Every so 
often we would kind of knock them on 
the shoulder and say democracy is the 
most important thing. Nothing is as 
important as democracy. 

Well, you know something? They’ve 
tried it all in Latin America. They 
tried military dictatorships. The peo-
ple didn’t try it. They were the victims 
of it, and it didn’t work. Then they 
tried regular dictatorships, if there’s 
such a thing different from a military 
dictatorship. But it didn’t work either. 
The people suffered, but the ones who 
tried it didn’t work. Then they tried 
something new for Latin America in 
many cases, new to some countries, 
new to many countries. They tried de-
mocracy. They elected folks. But they 
elected folks who were very much tied 
to international corporate interests, 
who got elected, many in questionable 
elections, and then neglected the peo-
ple, neglected the people. And the peo-
ple found out that they had elected 
people, they had done everything they 
were asked to do, and they were get-
ting poorer and poorer every day. So 
what have they done in the last couple 
of years? They’ve elected left-of-center 
candidates in Chile, in Argentina, in 
Ecuador, in Bolivia, in Venezuela. And 
these folks have been, and are, revolu-
tionaries. They, themselves, claim to 
be revolutionaries, and that, again, we 
hear that word, that upsets us. We for-
get that this great system we have 
here was created through a revolution 
against the British. But we were the 
last ones to use that word in a way 
that we liked it. Now anybody who 
calls himself a revolutionary we get 
upset about. But these people are revo-
lutionaries. They’re trying something 
new in Latin America. Embarrassing as 
it may seem, it is new to many coun-
tries in Latin America, this whole no-
tion that the person at the bottom, the 
person who’s been suffering for years, 
the indigenous people, the darker 
skinned people, that they would now 
have an opportunity to have something 
better. 

Now, and this is important what I 
just mentioned about the fact that in 
Latin America, the darker skinned 
folks are beginning to feel that they 
have a stake in their system. 

When Secretary of State Colin Pow-
ell, one of the greatest Americans, left 
the administration at the last, the end 
of the last term, he came before our 
Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, 
State, and I was the ranking member 
at that time. And he said to us some-
thing very important when he was 
talking about Latin America. He said, 
the big change in Latin America, and 
what we Americans need to under-
stand, now he didn’t say it was good. 

He didn’t say it was bad. He didn’t say 
it was a problem for us. He just said it 
was something that was happening in 
Latin America, that we as Americans 
have to pay attention to. He said, those 
folks are beginning to elect people who 
look like themselves. Now, that’s a 
heck of a statement by a very intel-
ligent man who has a good under-
standing of the world. I don’t know if 
that upsets some of us, but I think it 
does upset some folks in this country 
and throughout the hemisphere, that 
countries that are composed primarily 
mostly of indigenous people and people 
of color have now decided to elect peo-
ple who look like themself, people who 
come from them. And when they decide 
to make changes that are very dra-
matic and, yes, very revolutionary, we 
get upset because it doesn’t serve the 
corporate interests of a lot of Amer-
ican corporations. 

So Hugo Chavez in Venezuela decides 
that he’s going to revolutionize the 
way Venezuela behaves. He came to the 
Bronx. He visited the Bronx. He spoke 
to us and he said something very inter-
esting. He told us who he was. And you 
never hear about this in this country. 
He told us he was a kid, very poor, who 
didn’t have shoes until he was a teen-
ager, walked barefoot, who wanted 
only one dream in life, to become a 
major league baseball pitcher. And he 
was pretty good. But from where he 
lived, to be seen by major league 
scouts, he had to go to Caracas. And he 
was told that the only way to get to 
Caracas was to join the Army. So he 
joined the Army. He jokes that it was 
the worst mistake his country ever 
made, letting him join the Army, be-
cause when he began to travel with the 
Army he noticed something very inter-
esting of Venezuela. He noticed that 
people who looked like him were very 
poor, and other folks who didn’t look 
like him were living in a country with 
a lot of oil and a lot of money. He also 
noticed that not all neighborhoods 
were like his. He thought all of Ven-
ezuela was like his neighborhood, and 
it wasn’t. It had serious pockets of se-
rious money. So he began to grow a 
conscience about that; became a mili-
tary leader, eventually led him into 
politics. He got elected. And when he 
got elected he immediately set out to 
change the way Venezuela behaves. 
And the opposition to him knows that. 
That’s why they all admit that he’s so 
popular within his country, by the 
folks who are at the bottom. 

But, you know, I get to watch Span-
ish television from Latin America on 
my cable system in the Bronx, and you 
know, as tough as we are in American 
politics, some of the stuff you hear 
about President Chavez from the own-
ers of these stations who open up their 
morning programming by reminding 
people that their President has curly 
hair and is dark skinned, as if that was 
a sin, but it’s such a revolutionary 
thing that has happened in Latin 
America that some people still can’t 
get over it. So he’s an idiot. He’s crazy. 
He’s corrupt. 
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But even the opposition, at times, in 

attempting to say something against 
him, really says dumb things. I wish I 
had the name of the person, although I 
wouldn’t use it on the House floor, but 
during the last elections in Venezuela 
when the polls indicated that President 
Chavez was at 62 percent of the vote, 
one of the New York Times reporters, I 
think it was, asked this leader of the 
opposition, Why do you think he’s so 
popular? And the gentleman said, and 
this has to be the dumbest statement 
ever made by a politician in the his-
tory of the world, the gentleman said, 
You would be popular too if you were 
always building schools and hospitals 
for the poor. Well, to that I say, what 
American teenagers taught us to say, 
duh. I mean, isn’t that the reason why 
you elect people to take care of those 
in the society who need help amongst 
others? Because you don’t play class 
warfare. So they’re saying that because 
he’s building hospitals and because he’s 
building schools, he’s very popular. 
Well, yeah, Mr. Opposition. Why didn’t 
you try that when you were in power 
for the last couple of hundred years to 
do some of that? 

Now, these leaders in Latin America 
that we attack, it’s important to know 
how they got to that point of being the 
leaders of these countries. For in-
stance, in this resolution, it says, 
whereas in January of 2007, the Presi-
dent of Iran made his second visit to 
Central and South America in 5 
months to meet with Hugo Chavez, 
President of Venezuela, to visit Daniel 
Ortega, President of Nicaragua, and to 
attend the inauguration of Rafael 
Correa, President of Ecuador. 

Well, if we’re going to be technical 
about this, the fact is he went there for 
the President’s inauguration, some-
thing we all did. I mean, every country 
in the world sent a representative. I 
imagine our Ambassador was there. If 
he wasn’t, he should have been there 
because this was an elected President 
of Ecuador. 

When you make those visits, as our 
President does, and I commend him for 
it, you go and you take the time that 
you’re in that country and you visit 
neighboring countries if you don’t get 
a chance to meet with everybody. 
That’s something you do. 

But we attack these people in this 
resolution that we passed today, this, 
in my opinion, dangerous resolution, 
and that’s why we’re here today. We’re 
here today because Congress passed a 
resolution today condemning Iran’s in-
volvement in Latin America and sug-
gesting that these progressive leftist 
semi, if you want to call them, social-
ists in Latin America have a bond 
going with the President of Iran to cre-
ate havoc for us and to fund terrorist 
organizations. 

But there’s something we forget. 
Let’s look at Daniel Ortega of Nica-
ragua. He was elected in a free and fair 
election, recognized by world organiza-
tions. As part of the Central American 
peace plan, Ortega’s Sandinista govern-

ment agreed to internationally mon-
itored democratic elections in 1990. 

Now, this guy we don’t like sub-
mitted himself to elections in 1990 and 
he lost, and peacefully, after having 
won a revolution, peacefully turned his 
government over to Violetta 
Chamorro, who was the victor, with 
our support, heavily with our support, 
because all the arguments in those 
days about how much money we sent 
into her campaign. 

b 2300 

Now, can you imagine if somebody 
from another country sent money to 
one of our Presidential campaigns, an-
other government, what we would do 
with that candidate in this country? 
But we do that. 

Ortega ran for President in 1996 and 
lost, ran for democratically provided 
elections in 2001 and lost. Because he 
came in second place both times, how-
ever, Nicaraguan law gave him a seat 
in the national assembly where he has 
served as an opposition leader. Then he 
ran for President again in 2006 and won. 
Now, shouldn’t that alone make us 
want to go to Nicaragua or call him up 
and say, We asked you, we asked every-
body in Latin America, to get elected. 
You ran four times and finally you got 
elected. Let’s at least talk. No? We are 
on his case. In fact, we are linking him 
to terrorist organizations in this reso-
lution. 

Rafael Correa, President of Ecuador, 
elected in free and fair elections Janu-
ary 15 of this year. He is a U.S.-trained 
economist. What does that mean? That 
he learned what he knows about what 
he wants to put in practice in Ecuador 
in American schools. So shouldn’t we 
be applauding that? Shouldn’t we be 
applauding the fact that he got elected 
democratically? He is Ecuador’s eighth 
President in 10 years. The instability 
has been horrible. Maybe there could 
be stability now. We should be sup-
portive of that. He defeated Alvaro 
Noboa, a wealthy banana magnate, in a 
run-off election held in 2006. Contrary 
to our predictions, he got 57 percent of 
the vote. 

Now, the one that we attack the 
most, of course, is President Hugo Cha-
vez of Venezuela. Well, let’s review this 
for a second. President Chavez has won 
elections in 1998, in 2000, and in 2006. In 
other words, he got elected in 1998. He 
then went out and had his coalition 
elect delegates to a constitutional con-
vention. Those delegates wrote a new 
constitution that, and listen to this 
revolutionary idea, gave power to the 
poor and to the indigenous people. 
They changed the constitution to do 
that, and they put it before the people. 
The constitution was passed by the 
people. So I’d say that that is another 
referendum on Chavez. Then the new 
constitution said that he had to cut his 
6-year term short and run right away. 
So he ran in 1998; then he had to run 
again in 2000. 

Then in 2006 in between the opposi-
tion again with support from outside 

forces, a lot of them based right in the 
State of Florida, they held a ref-
erendum. He submitted himself to that 
referendum to be recalled as the Presi-
dent. He wins in 1998. He doesn’t finish 
his full term. He goes again in 2000. But 
by 2004 they were ready to kick him 
out, the opposition. They hold a ref-
erendum. And he wins it big. The re-
call, he wins it big. In 1999, as I said, he 
won a referendum for a new constitu-
tion. And in 2005 his coalition of par-
ties won election for the Parliament, 
for the Congress. 

Now, here’s the question I have: 
Didn’t we tell Latin American coun-
tries to use the democratic process? 
Isn’t that what we always said was the 
bottom line? Everything else could be 
negotiable, we said at times. But de-
mocracy was the bottom line. Even 
when we didn’t practice it, as I said be-
fore, we did say this is what you must 
do. Now I just read you three examples 
of people who have used the democratic 
system to reach their positions. So 
why are we attacking them continu-
ously on the House floor? Once a 
month we get a resolution here attack-
ing somebody in Latin America instead 
of getting close. 

Now, what we don’t understand is 
that this whole situation with Latin 
America’s electing people who are left 
of center is because the people are tired 
of the poverty, tired of the pain, and 
they now have leaders who at least in 
what they have attempted to do up to 
now indicates that they want to bal-
ance off the wealth of those countries. 
Balance off. 

We don’t celebrate the fact that Hugo 
Chavez comes from poverty, reaches 
the presidency, and has been elected 
three times himself and his govern-
ment another five times totaling eight 
elections since 1998. We don’t celebrate 
the fact that in over close to 500 years, 
the people of Bolivia, a country mostly 
made up of indigenous people, what we 
call Indians, elected for the first time 
an Indian, Evo Morales. We don’t cele-
brate that. 

I felt so good when I saw this man 
take the oath of the presidency dressed 
in the native dress of his people. I 
thought it was a great day. Our com-
ments right away were, what is he 
going to do with the gas industry? 
Well, he did what we expected. He told 
some of the gas companies this is a 
very poor country. We have a lot of 
natural resources here. We are going to 
start sharing some of those profits 
with the people. Oh, he’s a communist. 
We have got to get rid of him. He’s a 
problem. So now in this resolution we 
lump him together with the President 
of Iran. When you do that, you imme-
diately make enemies of the American 
people and those people. 

But you also make a very serious 
mistake, and this is perhaps the most 
important thing that we have to pay 
attention to. When you reject the elec-
toral victories of these folks; when you 
don’t celebrate the fact that people 
from the lower class, economic class, 
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that people of darker skin of indige-
nous people are being elected; when 
you as the American Government, the 
greatest and largest government in the 
world, don’t celebrate that and, in fact, 
spend a lot of time trying to bring 
them down; when you don’t do that, it 
is natural that you drive them to 
places where you don’t want them to 
be. 

Now, when you are a Member of Con-
gress and you stand up in front of the 
House and people may watch you on 
TV, you are supposed to speak as ex-
actly that. My problem, or my 
strength, is that I so often remind peo-
ple that I grew up in a public housing 
project. And in the projects you have 
certain rules of behavior. And one is 
that if somebody is trying to do you in 
and that person is stronger and bigger 
than you, you go find someone who can 
help you confront that person. That’s a 
fact of life for survival. Most Members 
of Congress, most American elected of-
ficials don’t talk about the rule of the 
projects because they didn’t grow in 
the projects. I am not saying that 
makes them worse than me, just dif-
ferent. So I use that as a point of un-
derstanding. Again, I grew up in the 
South Bronx in a public housing 
project. If you came after me, if you 
came after my mother, my sister, my 
cousin, you were my enemy. 

Well, when President Chavez came to 
the U.N., our country was outraged. 
And I was not happy with what he said. 
He called President Bush the devil, and 
that was enough for us to go to war. 
But let’s talk about a little history 
now. There was a coup attempt on 
President Chavez by members of the 
military and members of the elite. All 
of Latin America, most of Europe, 
some folks in the Middle East all got 
up and said you can’t do that. You 
can’t do that. That man was elected. 
He’s got to serve his term. What did 
the United States say? Well, at the 
White House some folks said publicly 
he brought it on himself. No, you can’t 
say that, he brought it on himself. You 
don’t bring on a coup against your gov-
ernment. 

In Latin America they said that our 
fingerprints were all over that at-
tempted coup; that if we actually did 
not participate in it, we gave aid to it 
through our comments and said it was 
okay. Now, when I met President Cha-
vez when he came to visit the Bronx, 
he spoke to us for a couple of hours. 
He’s famous for speaking a couple of 
hours. He told us about all the things I 
have mentioned here. But he said when 
they took him out of the presidential 
palace, the ‘‘White House,’’ if you will, 
took him up to the mountains, he knew 
he was going to die. He knew he was 
going to get killed. And you can imag-
ine what is going through his head be-
cause he doesn’t know what is hap-
pening in Washington. He found out 
later that what was happening to him 
and when he thought he was going to 
get killed, he thought the whole world 
was outraged. 

He found out later that Washington 
was basically saying we’ll figure it out. 
And we didn’t say anything when the 
guy who took over for him momen-
tarily suspended the Congress, sus-
pended the constitution, and that’s 
when the people reacted to it. Of 
course, Chavez came back because two 
things happened. One was the folks 
from the mountain side, the poor folks, 
the dark-skin folks, the indigenous 
people found out and they started run-
ning to the city and demanding to have 
their President back. The people won, 
the power didn’t. But we didn’t say 
anything. 

And he tells us that when he goes 
there, a young soldier, he’s sitting in a 
room and opens the door and he hears 
the rifle load up and he thinks he’s 
going to get shot right there, and the 
soldier says, If our President is killed, 
we will all be killed here. And that did 
a turnaround where the young soldiers 
told the older soldiers, We’re not going 
back to those days. This man was 
elected and he has to serve his term. 

Now, let’s go back a second to my 
focal point of growing up in the 
projects. They tried to kill the man 
and he came back into power. He 
thinks a few people were involved in it. 
He calls our President the devil as a 
representative of the country that 
didn’t help him during that time. We 
don’t appreciate having our President 
called the devil. We don’t encourage 
that and we all denounced it. But in 
the projects if you try to bump me off, 
the least I am going to call you is the 
devil. In fact, the ramifications may be 
even more dangerous. So I think it was 
really a light comment compared to 
what he felt was happening to him. 

Now, there is another issue here that 
has been discussed a lot. We all heard 
about how recently President Chavez 
closed a TV station in Venezuela, and 
we were outraged. Nobody likes to do 
that. But what we were not told here is 
the history behind that. I’m not sug-
gesting it was a good move. If I had 
been his adviser, I would have said 
leave it alone. But do you know who 
was on in the middle of the attempted 
coup against President Chavez in the 
Venezuela equivalent of the White 
House? The owner of the TV station 
that lost its license a few months ago. 
He was there as part of the coup to 
overthrow this government. 

Now, listen to me. I don’t support 
most of the policies of President Bush. 
But if I heard that CBS, ABC, CNN, 
anyone tomorrow was involved in a 
coup against President Bush, I would 
ask that their license not be renewed 
because that is not freedom of speech. 
That is violence against the govern-
ment. 
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And you can’t treat them any dif-
ferently than you would treat someone. 
I would say we have to seriously con-
sider not allowing them to continue in 
that role because they just attempted 
to overthrow a government by force. 

Also, they refused to televise the 
coup. And when they did televise, they 
only televised the opposition; they 
never televised the people. The country 
never knew that Chavez was gone be-
cause they didn’t want the people to 
know. And when he came back, they 
didn’t know that either, although they 
had televised part in the middle of the 
coup because they were supposedly 
playing cartoons and movies on TV be-
cause they didn’t want to support the 
government in any way. That is the 
truth behind that licensing situation. 

Now, what is the danger in what 
we’ve done today? Today, we com-
mitted the mistake of allowing our 
emotions on the issue of Cuba to blind 
us into attacks on Latin American 
countries, blanket attacks on many 
countries. And in this resolution we 
make claims on issues that in no way 
can be proven. 

We’re suggesting that Iran is going 
to fund terrorist organizations in Latin 
America. These are some of the same 
folks that told us there were weapons 
of mass destruction in Iraq. How many 
of us have forgotten those words, 
‘‘weapons of mass destruction’’? They 
also told us that Iraq was tied to al 
Qaeda. They also told us that Iraq 
helped al Qaeda in the 9/11 attacks. 
Even the White House has now admit-
ted that most of that, if not all, was 
not true. So, I can’t understand this de-
sire to lump this together with Iran, 
present bad information, if not out-
right lies, and begin to move us to-
wards a confrontation with Latin 
America at the same time we have con-
frontation with Iran. 

But look at some of the silly things 
that the resolution says. It says, 
Whereas, at the Iranian Conference on 
Latin America, Iran announced that it 
would reopen embassies in Chile, Co-
lombia, Ecuador, Nicaragua, Uruguay, 
and send a representative to Bolivia. 
And what is wrong with that? Don’t we 
want people to talk to each other? 
Don’t we have relations with most of 
the countries of the world? But when 
Iran does it, just to reopen relations 
they had before, re-establish, we get 
upset. Well, that’s an acceptable action 
for a sovereign state. 

Now, I spoke about the various lead-
ers, and I neglected to remind us that 
the President of Bolivia was elected on 
December 18, 2005, with a record 85 per-
cent of the Bolivian people voting in 
the elections. They were deemed by 
world organizations to be free and fair. 
He won a convincing victory, getting 54 
percent of the vote, compared to 29 per-
cent for his opposition. Although a lot 
of people were predicting that he would 
win, no one thought that he could win 
this big. 

Now, here’s another part of the reso-
lution. And I leave it to the people 
watching or listening to this to try to 
figure out what this means, because I 
don’t know what the crime is here. It 
says, Whereas, routine civilian airline 
flights have been established from 
Tehran, Iran directly into Caracas, 
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Venezuela, and the Government of Ven-
ezuela has been found to be indiscrimi-
nate in the issuance of Venezuelan 
passports and other identifying docu-
ments to people coming on those 
flights. So, they’re allowing people to 
fly directly to them, and they are al-
lowing Iran to fly direct flights. Well, 
we have direct flights all over the 
world. What is the issue? 

Now, here is the most dangerous one: 
Whereas, Iran and Hezbollah were in-
volved in the two deadliest terrorist at-
tacks in Argentina, and we all know 
that this is true, now they claim that 
Hezbollah is setting up in Latin Amer-
ica with the support of Iran. Well, my 
God, if that is true, why are we waiting 
until this particular resolution, which 
passed in what one could call the 
quickness of the afternoon without a 
vote, to bring up such a serious situa-
tion? If it’s true that Hezbollah is in-
volved in Latin America setting up 
bases, recruiting people, shouldn’t we 
be outraged and really consider how to 
address that rather than just as a 
throw-away line in a resolution? This 
is so much more of this attempt to link 
Iran to Latin America. 

And let me reach the last few min-
utes here by telling you why I think 
this is extremely dangerous. 

It is pretty clear around here that we 
are beating the drum towards war with 
Iran. That’s no longer an alarmed be-
havior. I’m not trying to alarm people 
into feeling nervous, but I think most 
American people are hearing a lot of 
what they heard before we went to 
Iraq. And you know that Iraq has been 
a very, very difficult situation for us, 
and we don’t know when we will be 
able to get out of Iraq. And now there 
is this drumbeat, both inside and out-
side the Congress, throughout the 
country, but coming from the govern-
ment, from the White House, coming 
out of the President’s office, coming 
out of the Vice President’s office, that 
we have to somehow confront Iran. 
That’s a problem all by itself. And it’s 
a horrible problem that we could be 
discussing here for hours. 

But my concern, and my reason for 
speaking on a resolution today, a reso-
lution which was introduced primarily 
by Democrats, and I know this is not 
something we usually do, speak against 
members of our own party, but we can 
all be nervous about a situation be-
cause on both sides of the aisle people 
are marching forward to war with Iran. 

So, now we link these other coun-
tries. What does that mean? Does that 
mean that we now have an excuse to go 
and try military action against Bo-
livia? against Argentina? against Ecua-
dor? against Venezuela? Is it because, 
indeed, they’ve earned the right, if you 
will, of having us react that way, or is 
it because we’re using Iran as an ex-
cuse to deal with other things we want-
ed to deal with in the first place, which 
is getting at these folks. 

And so, I go back to my initial state-
ment, that the same lobby group that 
has been directing our policy towards 

Cuba and preventing us from making 
changes in that policy, that same 
group has been intelligent enough, en-
abled enough to now direct our atten-
tion towards Latin American leftist 
leaders because they’re friendly to 
Cuba, and what best way to get at 
them? To link them to Iran, the ugly 
country for us right now. 

And I’m not suggesting, by the way, 
that we should not have some con-
cerns, if not serious concerns, about 
the behavior of Iran. That’s not the 
issue here. I don’t want people tomor-
row saying, oh, he was defending Iran. 
No. I’m defending no one. What I’m de-
fending is the right of the Latin Amer-
ican people to make their own demo-
cratic choices, if you will, and that we 
will respect that. But by linking them, 
I have to ask the question, if we go 
after Iran, and we just finished saying 
this afternoon that these Latin Amer-
ican countries are tied into Iran’s be-
havior, aren’t we also giving ourselves 
the opportunity, the reason, the power 
to go after these countries, too? That’s 
my concern. 

Let me conclude by speaking to a 
subject that I know well. You don’t 
have to live in Latin America to know 
how Latin Americans feel about the 
United States or about American peo-
ple. This may sound like a joke, it may 
even sound sarcastic, but it is honestly 
true. All you have to live is in southern 
Maryland, in northern Virginia, in 
D.C., in New York, in LA, in Houston, 
in Dallas, in any city, any suburb in 
this country that has the growing num-
ber of immigrants from Latin America, 
whether documented or not, they’re 
here for a reason. And if we were dis-
cussing immigration, I would tell you 
that they’re here because they like this 
country. They want to work. They 
want to feed their families. But that is 
no different than how people in Latin 
America feel about us. To link them 
with a group of folks in the Middle 
East who have openly said, not all of 
them, but some, who have openly said 
that they don’t like us, to link them to 
that is to make two horrible mistakes. 
One is to have bad information again 
put forth about a people who actually 
like us, and also, the worst mistake of 
all, to drive them into the arms of peo-
ple we don’t like. Because as I told you 
before, when you pick on someone and 
you’re the toughest guy on the block, 
that person is going to have to find 
someone to help them out. 

So, instead of reaching out to Latin 
America, we say to them, you’re as bad 
as the other guy. And we hate the 
other guy, and we’re going to eventu-
ally take action against the other guy, 
so you know what you can expect. And 
even if that’s not our intent, it will 
only make them think that that is our 
intent, and they will have to try to 
drum up new relationships. Because 
they’re not going to give into us, 
they’re not going to leave office and 
say we’ll go back to the days when the 
general ran the country. 

Latin Americans, my friends, can be 
found in any city, any suburb, any 

neighborhood. And so many of them 
have such a close relationship to the 
people back home that they want to do 
nothing in this country to jeopardize 
the ability to continue to deal with 
their family back home. And their fam-
ily back home will never allow any be-
havior in those countries that can hurt 
us. They need us and we need them. 

And so, when you speak to Latin 
Americans in our communities, you 
never hear hatred of the United States 
as you do in some other countries. 
They are materially poor, yes, sus-
picious of America’s intentions in their 
hemisphere, yes, but interested in 
making common cause with Hezbollah 
and other foreign movements to target 
American interests? Never. Let me re-
peat that. They would never team up 
with a terrorist organization against 
the United States. They don’t have 
anything against us of that nature. 
They just don’t like our rhetoric and 
our indifference to them, but they’re 
not going to team up with anybody to 
hurt us, because most of those coun-
tries have so many of their people liv-
ing here that it would be like attack-
ing another part of your neighborhood. 
Because to hurt the American interests 
would almost certainly hurt their own. 
Money that flows from here to there 
would be cut off from relatives. Those 
family ties of people living and work-
ing in the United States would be gone. 

A broad cultural admiration for the 
U.S. have knit together places like Ca-
racas, Quito, and New York. One of the 
ironies of the current immigration de-
bate is how folks often evoke how im-
migration from Latin America is 
changing this country. What they for-
get is how that same phenomenon is 
changing Latin America, which, de-
spite its general political rejection of 
this administration, is growing ever 
closer in its embrace of a Pan-Amer-
ican culture and a Pan-American econ-
omy. 
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For many thousands of people in 
Venezuela, Ecuador and Nicaragua, 
Americans are their cousins, their sib-
lings and their children. They can be 
our greatest allies in the world if we 
don’t continue to push them into the 
embrace of hostile regimes with foolish 
resolutions like this one. 

Mr. Speaker, it wasn’t easy for me to 
decide to speak on this today. As I 
said, this resolution was presented by 
many Democrats, well-intentioned 
folks. I just see us going down a dan-
gerous road here, a very dangerous 
road. If we have a problem with Iran, 
deal with that problem. Don’t link the 
poor people of Latin America who have 
nothing against us. 

We have tried to export democracy to 
Latin America, and I think finally it is 
working. But we don’t like the results. 
We have tried to export capitalism, and 
in many ways what they do with each 
other by trading oil for doctors and oil 
for technology is capitalism at its best. 
I often joke, but profoundly so, I think, 
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that we exported baseball to Latin 
America. I don’t have to tell you how 
well that is doing in Latin America and 
doing right here. I am a Yankee fan. 
But just ask the Boston Red Sox how 
they feel about Latin American ball-
players and Latin American baseball. 

So these folks don’t dislike us. But 
they are going to be troubled tomorrow 
morning when they find out what we 
did here in Congress today. They are 
going to be troubled that we are link-
ing them with people we hate and they 
don’t want to be hated by us. 

So I hope we can spend some time re-
viewing this, thinking about it, and 
perhaps understanding that in our de-
sire to do what is right for us and to 
protect our great country, this country 
I love, this country in whose Army I 
served proudly, this country whose 
Congress I serve proudly, this country 
that I would give my life for, that as 
you love your country, you don’t love 
it different from a child. When that 
child is not doing the right thing, you 
have to correct that child. And our 
country is wrong right now in its desire 
to treat Latin America with hate and 
disdain and to make of it something 
that it is not. They are our neighbors 
and our friends. We should treat them 
as such. We should extend our hand to 
them and tell them, you are our neigh-
bor, you are our friends, you are, in 
fact, members of this family in more 
ways than one, and we are members of 
yours. Let’s work together. Let’s not 
show a lack of respect for each other. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa (at the request of 

Mr. HOYER) for today on account of a 
flight delay. 

Mr. CARNEY (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of busi-
ness in the district. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. HOYER) for today on account of 
travel delays. 

Ms. GIFFORDS (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of official 
business. 

Mr. ISRAEL (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mr. KIND (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mr. MCNULTY (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and through 2 p.m. on 
November 7. 

Mr. PASTOR (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and November 6 on 
account of business in the district. 

Mr. YARMUTH (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of busi-
ness in the district. 

Mr. WELLER of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today on account 
of personal reasons. 

Mr. WESTMORELAND (at the request of 
Mr. BOEHNER) for today on account of 
illness in the family. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-

lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MICHAUD) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CLARKE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RUSH, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCINTYRE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. BOYDA of Kansas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MICHAUD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HARE, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WALBERG) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, November 9 
and 12. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
today and November 6, 7, 8, and 9. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 
minutes, November 9 and 12. 

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, November 
6. 

Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, for 5 
minutes, November 8. 

Mr. WALBERG, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ADERHOLT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SALI, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. LAMBORN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NEUGEBAUER, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. Broun of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at their own 

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. CLYBURN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HONDA, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PEARCE, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 
House reports that on November 1, 2007 
she presented to the President of the 
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bills. 

H.R. 1808. To designate the Department of 
Veterans Affairs Medical Center in Augusta, 
Georgia, as the ‘‘Charlie Norwood Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center.’’ 

H.R. 2779. To recognize the Navy UDT– 
SEAL Museum in Fort Pierce, Florida, as 
the official national museum of Navy SEALS 
and their predecessors. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 33 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 

House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, November 6, 2007, at 9 a.m., for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

3986. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Pesticide Tolerance Nomen-
clature Changes; Technical Amendments; 
Correction [EPA-HQ-OPP-2002-0043; FRL- 
8151-4] received October 30, 2007, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

3987. A letter from the Comptroller, De-
partment of Defense, transmitting a report 
of a violation of the Antideficiency Act by 
the Department of the Army, Case Number 
03-09, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1517(b); to the 
Committee on Appropriations. 

3988. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Installations and Environment, Depart-
ment of the Navy, Department of Defense, 
transmitting Notice of the decision of a pub-
lic-private competition at the Naval Support 
Activity in Cutler, ME, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 
2461; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

3989. A letter from the Director, Defense 
Research and Engineering, Department of 
Defense, transmitting Notification of the in-
tent to fund Foreign Comparative Testing 
Program projects for the Fiscal Year 2008 
program, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 2350a(g); to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

3990. A letter from the Chairman, Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 
transmitting the Board’s report on the 
Availability of Credit to Small Businesses, 
pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 252; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

3991. A letter from the Chairman and Presi-
dent, Export-Import Bank, transmitting a 
report on transactions involving U.S. exports 
to Indonesia pursuant to Section 2(b)(3) of 
the Export-Import Bank Act of 1945, as 
amended; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

3992. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report entitled, ‘‘The Potential Bene-
fits of Distributed Generation and the Rate- 
Related Issues That May Impede Its Expan-
sion,’’ pursuant to Public Law 109-58, section 
1817; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

3993. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Michi-
gan; Consumer Products Rule [EPA-R05- 
OAR-2007-0192; FRL-8486-6] received October 
24, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

3994. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; Michigan; Record-
keeping and Reporting Requirements for Ab-
normal Conditions [EPA-R05-OAR-2007-0631; 
FRL-8486-4] received October 24, 2007, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

3995. A letter from the Principal Deputy 
Associate Administrator, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation 
of Implementation Plans; New York Emis-
sion Statement Program [Docket No. EPA- 
R02-OAR-2007-0368, FRL-8428-5] received Oc-
tober 24, 2007, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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